The Cabinet
extraordinary they fail to think as the man in the street
thinks. They lose, as it were, the common touch. They
fail to realize what is being thought and said about them
because they are too set on their own ideas. In quiet
times, especially, the parliamentary system requires these
"secondary" men in order that Cabinet judgment may
not outrun the pace it must keep if it is to satisfy the
constituency upon which it depends.
There are many instances of this type in British
Cabinets. Lord Althorp, Mr. Walter Long, Lord
Bridgeman, were all good examples of it. None of them
was a really able man. None of them had any of the
dynamic qualities which we associate with Gladstone or
Disraeli, Mr. Lloyd George or Mr. Churchill. What each
supremely was I can perhaps best put by saying that he
was, in his generation, the average House of Commons
at its best. He had common sense, a very real shrewdness,
an important representative capacity* What he said and
did was never distinguished in itself. But what he said
and did about his more dynamic colleague's measures
was what the lobbies of the House were likely to say
when public opinion began to shape itself about those
measures. They were, so to speak, Voltaire's M. TVir/-**?-
Mondt in the Cabinets in which they sat—a type for
which, in its proper proportion, no Prime Minister can be
too grateful.
For it is worth noting that the most successful Cabinets
in our history have always been those in which a number
of dynamic personalities have been balanced by secondary
men of this kind. Mr. Gladstone had Lord Harrington;
Disraeli had Cross; Mr. Asquith and Mr. Lloyd George
were, before the war, as useful a combination as were the
latter and Mr. Bonar Law after 1917. This, it may be
noted, is one of the reasons why, again, above all in
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